
In the Matter of the Agency Case No.: 38300 
DESIST ANO REFRAIN ORDER Issued To: 

WAYNE STRUMPFER 

Acting California Corporations Commissioner 

Dated: SP,7 /0S 
r ·  

BEFORE THE DEPARTMENT OF CORPORATIONS 
OF THE ST A TE OF CALIFORNIA 

OAH No. L2004060054 

DECISION 

By: J_A_N_@j_'-+--LU_M __ S_D_E_N--------��- 
Acting Chief Deputy Commissioner 

Respondents. 

The attached proposed decision of the administrative law judge is adopted by the 
Department of Corporations as its decision in the above-entitled matter pursuant to Government 
Code Section l 1517(c)(2)(A). 

This decision shall become effective on 5 Ji 7 / 0 5. 
r ,  

STEVEN MICHAEL FERGUSON and 
GLOBAL VENTURE GROUP, 
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DECISION 



BEFORE THE DEPARTMENT OF CORPORATIONS 

OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

In the Matter of the DESIST AND 
REFRAIN ORDER Issued To: 

STEVEN l\lICHAEL FERGUSON and 
GLOBALVENTUREGROU� 

Respondents. 

Case No. 38300 

OAH No. L2004060054 

PROPOSED DECISION 

This matter came on regularly for hearing before H. Stuart Waxman, 
Administrative Law Judge of the Office of Administrative Hearings, in Los Angeles. 
Lat11orn1a, on June 2�. June 29, September 14 and September 1 ·1, lUU4. 

William P. Wood, the Commissioner of the Department of Corporations of the 
State of California (Complainant or Commissioner) was represented by Karen L. 
Patterson, Senior Corporations Counsel. 

Steven Michael Ferguson (Ferguson) and Global Venture Group were 
represented by David Alan Cooper, Attorney at Law. 

Oral and documentary evidence was received. The record was left open to 
permit Complainant to obtain leave from the Superior Court and to subsequently take 
the out-of-state deposition of witness, Wardell Davis. Thereafter, the record was held 
open to and including March 1 1 .  2005 for the parties to submit final written argument in 
accordance with a specified briefing schedule. Complainant's Post-Hearing Brief was 
received four days late. However, its tardiness was due to four timely but failed 
facsimile transmission attempts Complainant's counsel had made on the due date. 
Respondent did not object to the late submission, and the Administrative Law Judge 
found the reason for the late submission to be reasonable. Complainant's Post-Hearing 
Brief was therefore marked as Complainant's Exhibit 1 8  for identification. 
Respondent's "Post Hearing Brief in Support of Challenge to Desist and Refrain Order" 
was timely received and marked as Respondent's Exhibit "G" for identification. 
Complainant failed to timely serve and file a reply brief. On March 1 1 ,  2005, the record 
was closed and the matter was deemed submitted for decision. 



The parties subsequently stipulated to an extension of time to and including 
March 2 1 ,  2005, for Complainant to serve and file a reply brief. That extension of time 
was due to the fact that Complainant had not received Respondent's post-hearing brief, 
and that, upon learning so, Respondent's counsel had faxed a copy of his brief to 
Complainant's counsel on March 15 ,  2005. 

On March 2 1 ,  2005, Complainant filed his Post-Hearing Reply Brief and a cover 
letter from Complainant's counsel advising the Administrative Law Judge of counsels' 
stipulation. Based on that stipulation, the record was re-opened. The March 2 1 ,  2005 
cover letter from Karen L. Patterson was marked as Complainant's Exhibit 19  for 
identification. Complainant's Post-Hearing Reply Brief was marked as Complainant's 
Exhibit 20 for identification. The record was then closed and the matter was deemed 
submitted for Decision. Following the closing of the record, the parties stipulated to the 
admission of a copy of Exhibit I OK (a photograph of a group of men in front of an 
aircraft) as a substitute for the misplaced original: 

FACTUAL FINDINGS 

The Administrative Law Judge makes the following factual findings: 

1 .  in ms i-ost-rtearmg tsnet lLOmptamanl's nxmtnt US), Cornplamant presented 
an extensive and accurate recitation of the facts relating to this case. Those facts are 
repeated verbatim below and are incorporated as factual findings herein. Headings 
within the Post-Hearing Brief are eliminated herein. All other deletions, including 
Complainant's references to pages and lines in the hearing transcript', are marked by 
ellipses. Sub-paragraph numbers are added for ease of reference. All other 
insertions/additions are contained within brackets. 

I .  On April 1 1 ,  2003, the California Corporations Commissioner 
issued an order to respondents Steven Michael Ferguson and Global 
Venture Group pursuant to Corporations Code section 25532, finding that 
they had engaged in violations of Corporations Code sections 2 5 1 1 0  and 
25401 by offering and selling non-exempt unregistered securities by 
means of misrepresentations and omissions of material fact, and requiring 
them to desist and refrain from engaging in further similar conduct. 
(Exhibit 1 . )  By letter dated April 5, 2004 the respondents made a timely 
request for a hearing pursuant to Corporations Code section 25532(d). 
(Exhibit 2.) 

Ill 

I The transcript references are omitted because, as a matter of course, an Administrative Law Judge who 
hears a case, docs not receive a transcript of the hearing. Therefore, the Administrative Law Judge in this 
case is unable to verify the accuracy of the transcript references. 
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2. The hearing began in Los Angeles on June 28, 2004 and 
continued thereafter on June 29 and September 14, 2004. [A brief 
hearing session also took place on September 17 ,  2004.] The testimony 
of witness Wardell Davis was then taken by deposition on November 2, 
2004 and a status conference was held in Los Angeles on December 13 ,  
2004 at which a post-hearing briefing schedule was established. 
Complainant was ordered to file his closing brief in sixty days, i.e., on or 
before February 1 1 ,  2004. Respondents were ordered to file their 
opposing brief within three weeks thereafter, i.e., on or before March 4, 
2005. Complainant was ordered to file any reply brief within a week 
thereafter, on or before March 1 1 ,  2005. 

� . .  - �  

3. The Respondent Global Venture Group is a purported "venture 
capital" firm incorporated in Nevada. (Exhibit 6.) At all times relevant 
to this hearing it operated from its principal business office in California, 
located at 345 North Maple Drive in Beverly Hills, California. (Id.) 

Respondent Steven Michael Ferguson . . .  was the founder of Global 
Venture Group and at all relevant times held himself out to potential 
investors as its principal, president, chairman and CEO . . . .  He  was listed 
as its president and CEO in a nung wun me Secretary ot State on March 
12 ,  200 I . ( Exhibit 6.) 

4. At the times relevant to this hearing Ferguson resided primarily 
in Marina de) Rey, California, though the testimony of witness Phillip 
Horton also established that during the 1999 time period Ferguson 
undertook efforts to move to a suburb of Atlanta, Georgia. 

5. Ferguson has a criminal record which inc1udes a 1994 felony 
conviction resulting from a plea of nolo contendere in a prosecution 
involving charges of grand theft and securities law violations. (Exhibit 
9 .) Ferguson entered his pea [sic] [to violation of Penal Code section 487 
(Grand theft)] in October of 1994 and was ordered to pay restitution to his 
three victims in the total amount of approximately $357,000. (Id.) 
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6. The administrative order that is the subject of this hearing was 
issued in response to an . . .  aggressive campaign of investment fraud 
Ferguson undertook and perpetrated through Global Venture Group 
during the period of approximately January of 1999 through February of 
2002. Claiming to be a wealthy investment broker and the principal of'a 
highly successful venture capital firm, Global Venture Group, Ferguson 
initiated social relationships which developed into purported friendships 
with a series of victims. Ferguson's victims included: ( 1 )  Philip Horton 
of Atlanta; (2) a group of Swiss friends who came into contact with 
Ferguson in approximately late 1999 after one of them, Nicolas 
Weidmann, met Ferguson on a first-class commercial air flight from Los 
Angeles to Zurich, and {3) Wardell Davis, a Marina del Rey resident who 
met Ferguson through golf in early 2001. 

7. After initiating social contact with each victim, Ferguson 
proceeded to flaunt a carefully-calculated flashy lifestyle involving 
regular travel by private jet, a handsome residence in Marina del Rey 
staffed with a cook and a butler, expensive cars, hand-tailored Italian 
suits, frequent parties at high-priced restaurants and hotels, and exotic 
vacations at luxury destinations including Pebble Beach and Napa Valley 
in California as well as St. Moritz, the Isle of Crete and Maui . As long as 
they nad addiuonai money 10 invest vicums were showered wnn 
invitations from Ferguson for meals, trips and travel that he insisted on 
paying for himself, and each was the recipient of expensive gifts offered 
by Ferguson in the name of the strong bond of friendship he claimed to 
feel for each of them. Ferguson even urged two of the victims to 
introduce him to their single women friends after which he became 
engaged to one of them and married to another. 
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